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DETAILED ACTION 

i> This action is in response to Applicant's arguments filed 6.12.2007. Claims 1, 15, 23 and 
27 are amended. Claims 1-8, 10-15, 17*23 and 27 are presented for further examination. 



2> This is a final rejection. 



Response to Arguments 
3> The §101 rejection is withdrawn. 



4> Applicant's arguments with respect to the §112 rejection of claims 1-8, 10-15, l 7'^3 an ^ 27 
have been considered and are persuasive. The §112 rejection is therefore withdrawn. 

5> With respect to claims 1, 15, 23 and 27, Applicant argues that Arnold, Applicant's 
admitted prior art and Clarke fail to disclose that the method call interceptor is accessible to 
application code. The previous action relied on Applicant's admitted prior art to teach a 
method call interceptor intercepting a method call. Applicant's specification also states that 
"system code is typically written by system programmers. ..and is not accessible to . 
application programmers, and if accessible it is typically not adaptable by application 
programmers" [Applicant's specification, pg. 8, lines 25-28»]. 

Applicant's specification clearly describes system code that is accessible to application 
programmers; the problem with such code however was that it was not adaptable by the 
application programmers. This admission clearly relates to the limitation that the method 
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call interceptor be accessible to application code. Applicant's specification describes system 
code as referring to an "intercepting infrastructure." [Applicant's specification, pg. 8, lines 19- 
20»], Applicant code is code that is written by application programmers [Applicant's 
specification, pg. 8, line 29 to pg. 9, line 1]. 

Thus, based on Applicant's own admission, at the time of Applicant's invention, it 
was known that system code such as a method call interceptor was accessible but not 
adaptable by the application programmers. Therefore, Applicant's admitted prior art teaches 
a method call interceptor that is accessible to application code. Applicant should amend the 
claims to specify that the method call interceptor is not adaptable by the application 
programmers which isxonsistent with Applicant's specification. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6> Only those claims that have been amended by Applicant are formally addressed in 
this action. For the substance of the rejection of those claims not formally addressed in this 
action, refer to a prior Office action, filed 3.12.2007. 



Application/Control Number: 09/893,829 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2152 

7> Claims 1-8 and 9-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C §i03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Arnold et al, U.S Patent No. 6.393.497 ["Arnold"], in view of Applicant's admitted prior art 
["AAPA"], in further view of Clarke et al, U.S Patent Publication No. 2002I0035642 
["Clarke"]. 

8> As to claim 1, Arnold discloses a system for interacting with an object, the system 
comprising: 

an application code generic proxy that receives an intercepted method call, invokes a 
method on the object, receives results from the object and passes results to the entity that 
generated the intercepted method call based at least in part on the intercepted method call 
operability of the application code generic proxy modified by the application code, the 
application code generic proxy performs proxy pre-processing to optimize remote method 
call invocation before invoking the method on the object [Figure 6 | Figure 7 «items 704, 705» 
I column 9 «lines 4'37»]. 

Arnold does not expressly disclose a method call interceptor or performing machine 
learning. 

9> With respect to intercepting method calls and routing them to proxies, AAPA clearly 
discloses that such functionality is well known in the art [Applicant's specification, pg. 1 
«lines io-28»]. AAPA also discloses that the method call interceptor is accessible to 
application code [Applicant's specification, pg. 8 «lines 25-29»]. Since such functionality is 
well known and utilized in conventional systems, it would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art to have reasonably inferred that Arnold's system also contains the 
similar functionality. It would have been well known in the art that if the interception 
system code was accessible to application programmers, as taught by AAPA, then application 
programmers would have more flexibility to manage the object environment. 

io> With respect to machine learning, Arnold clearly discloses performing preprocessing, 
including optimization of the invocation by caching previous requests [column 9 «lines 4- 
I5»], In the same field of invention, Clarke is directed to a client-server system with a proxy 
system in between [Figure 1]. The proxy utilizes machine learning in the step of 
preprocessing method calls from the client in order to optimize the invocation of the calls 
[0027 where : Clarke discloses that the proxy is adaptive in selecting appropriate servers with 
the proxy "learning over time which origin servers are most prone to overload"]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate 
Clarke's teachings of an adaptive proxy into Arnold's system. Clarke discloses that an 
adaptive proxy helps control network congestion over the network. Thus, one would have 
been motivated to modify Arnold's proxy to be adaptive to optimize network efficiency of 
handling requests over the network 

n> Claims 15 and 20-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C §i03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Colyer, U.S Patent No. 5.903.725, in view of Clarke, in further view of AAPA. 

I2> Colyer was cited by Applicant in an IDS filed on 6.17.2002. 
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I3> As to claim 15 Colyer discloses a method for interacting with an object, the method 
comprising: 

creating a base class proxy object [column 7 «lines 37*5i» : parent class]; 

creating an application code generic proxy, the application code generic proxy 
inherits from the base class proxy object [column 7 «lines 37"5i» | column n «lines 45-64»]; 

overriding a base class method defined in the base class, the overridden method 
receives an intercepted method call [column 3 «lines i-ii» | column 12 «lines 4-i8»]; 

intercepting a method call on the object [column 3 «lines i-ii»]; 

routing the method call to the application code generic proxy [column 3 «line 6i» to 
column 4 «line 44»]; 

invoking the method on the object [column 3 «line 53» to column 4 «line 25»]; 

receiving a first result from the object [column 3 «lines 44'59»]; and 

returning a second result to the entity that generated the intercepted method call 
[column 3 «line 6i» to column 4 «line 6»]. 

Colyer does not expressly disclose that the interception is made accessible to a 
developer or adapting the proxy functionality with the proxy performing pre-processing 
comprising transaction processing and machine learning. 

I4> AAPA discloses that the method call interceptor is made accessible to application 
code [Applicant's specification, pg. 8 «lines 25'29»]. Since such functionality is well known 
and utilized in conventional systems, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
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the art to have reasonably inferred that Arnold's system also contains similar functionality. 
It would have been well known in the art that if the interception system code was accessible 
to application programmers, as taught by AAPA, then application programmers would have 
more flexibility to manage the object environment. 

I5> In the same field of invention, Clarke is directed to a client-server system with a 
proxy system in between [Figure 1]. Clarke's proxy is adaptive in the sense that the proxy 
utilizes machine learning in the step of preprocessing method calls from the client in order to 
optimize the invocation of the calls [0027 where : Clarke discloses that the proxy is adaptive 
in selecting appropriate servers with the proxy "learning over time which origin servers are 
most prone to overload"]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate 
Clarke's teachings of an adaptive proxy into Colyer* s system. Clarke discloses that an 
adaptive proxy helps control network congestion over the network. Thus, one would have 
been motivated to modify Colyer' s proxy to be adaptive to optimize network efficiency of 
handling requests over the network. 

i6> Claims 17-19, 23 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C §io3(a) as being unpatentable over 
Colyer and Clarke, in view of Arnold, in further view of AAPA. 



I7> As to claim 17, Colyer does not disclose the preprocessing including load balancing, 
object migration, object persisting, monitoring remote method calls. 
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i8> In the same field of invention, Arnold discloses a proxy performing preprocessing 
including object migration, monitoring remote method calls, caching local data, caching 
remote data, and controlling remote method call invocations [column 9 «lines 4~27»]. 

It would have been obvious to incorporate Arnold's preprocessing steps into 
Colyer's proxy object. Arnold discloses that such steps improve network response to method 
call invocation. Thus, one would have been motivated to combine the references to improve 
upon Colyer's proxy for the reasons stated in Arnold. 

ig> As to claims 18 and 19, Colyer does not expressly disclose performing post-processing. 

20> Arnold discloses the application code generic proxy performing proxy post-processing 
after receiving the results from the object [Figure 7 «item 7i2»], whereby the post processing 
includes transaction processing, monitoring remote method calls, caching local data, and 
controlling remote method call invocations [column 9 «lines 4-37»]. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate Arnold's post processing steps into 
Colyer's system to enable caching of objects which improves network response to method 
call invocation. 

2i> As to claims 23 and 27, as they do not teach or further define over the previously 
claimed limitations, they are rejected for at least the same reasons set forth for claims 15 and 
17-19. 
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Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the 
advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than 
SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dohm Chankong whose telephone number is 571.272.3942. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday [8:30 AM' to 4:30 PM]. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bunjob Jaroenchonwanit can be reached on 571.272.3913. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information 
for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information 
about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217- 
9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA 
OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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